In the clinical, therapy context, it has consistently been found that while therapists' value systems are stable, clients' values are less stable and become congruent with their therapists' values over the course of psychotherapy (e.g., Schwehn & Schau, 1999). This phenomenon is termed the Value Assimilation Effect (VAE). This study examined if the VAE occurs in the university context between professors and students, that is if students' values assimilate to their professors. The current study tested three main hypotheses: 1) students demonstrate value change over time while professors' values remain relatively stable over time; 2) students' attributes influence value change; and 3) students assimilate to their professor's values. In a sample of 20 classrooms, 14 professors, and 414 students, it was found that students' values did change over time, both for values-bases classes and for non-values based classes. Students' attributes, specifically their initial commitment to values and religious commitment, were predictive of value change with those more committed to values reporting less value change over the semester. Students were found to assimilate their values to their professor's values. This was influenced by class type (values versus non-values based) and students' belief in their professor's ability to teach. Unexpectedly, professors' impact on students' religiosity was the most consistent and robust finding in this study. The magnitude and direction of change in students' values were influenced by their professor's level of religiosity. The benefits and concerns of value assimilation are also discussed.
Introduction

Power Differential in Academic Settings
Values have been an area of high interest for social scientists because of the insight they provide into higher-level cognitions and the influence they have on decision-making and behavior. Past and current psychological research has endeavored to define values and to decipher how they may be measured. The literature also provides a deeper understanding of how values are formed, their resiliency as well as vulnerability, and different settings where values are manifested in both positive and negative ways. One factor is the presence of a power differential. An individual or group associated with a lower status may be influenced to alter their values so that they are more closely aligned to their superior. In the current study, focus is directed to the academic setting where the values of university students are found to be influenced by the classroom context, and, more specifically, their professors. The current study investigates if the values of students are influenced in the academic setting and what aspects of the educational environment are key contributors. Prior to describing the details of the current study, a concise overview of the value literature is presented. (See Emmanuel-Aviña & Delaney (2014) for a more thorough literature review.)
How Past and Current Literature Defines Values
A single value is defined as an enduring belief where a specific mode of conduct or an end-state of existence is preferable to a converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence (Rokeach, 1973) . A value has been defined as internalized cognitive structure that guides decision making by establishing basic principles of right and wrong, a sense of priorities, meaning, and patterns (Oyserman, 2015) . Although it is believed that values are taught and learned in isolation from other values in an absolute manner, a single value does not often operate in isolation but is rather integrated with other similar values to create a value system (Schwartz, 2017; Seligman & Katz, 1996) . It is important to distinguish between a value and a value system because it is rare for an individual to operate using a single value and even rarer for that value to be consistently and equally applied to every situation. A value system is a cluster of individual values that are organized along a continuum of relative importance to facilitate a preferable mode of conduct or end-state (Rokeach, 1973) . Systems of values demonstrate that there is a complexity to the nature of values. Individuals employ values with incredible versatility, guided by multiple, dynamic clusters of values that vary across time and display them differently to the self, friends, acquaintances, family, and strangers. Historically, values have been defined as "an individual's concept of a transituational [terminal, instrumental] goal, that expresses [individualistic, collectivist, both] interests concerned with a [enjoyment, security…maturity] motivational domain and evaluated on a range of importance [very important to unimportant] as a guiding principle in his/her life" (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, p. 553) . More recent descriptions categorize values into internal perspective and external perspective. The internal perspective describes values as having a unique role in evaluating the psychological functioning of humans; external perspective of values is how humans learn what is important through social interaction within a culture to determine which values are promoted and discouraged within that cohort (Cieciuch & Schwartz, 2017) .
Rokeach categorized values into two categories: instrumental and terminal values. Instrumental values are core to the individual and considered to be permanent in nature (1973) . Examples include honesty, integrity, and creativity. There are two kinds of instrumental values: moral values and competence values. Moral values only refer to those that have an interpersonal focus and arouse emotions of guilt, conscience, or conviction when violated. Competence values are related to how one feels when they perceive themselves to be personally inadequate and as if their intelligence, logical reasoning, and/or imaginative abilities have been undermined. With moral values, the feelings are related to wrongdoing while with competence the feelings are associated with personal downfall. Terminal values are based on desired states, objectives that one attempts to work towards. Examples include self-respect, financial security, and inner harmony. There are two types of terminal values: personal and social. Personal values are end-states that are centered on the self, such as salvation and peace, whereas social values focus on the collective world around the individual through values such as justice and brotherhood. Through this categorization of values, Rokeach (1973) developed a framework where terminal and instrumental values are ranked relative to each other by an individual and used as an internal reference to develop opinions, beliefs, and attitudes. Furthermore, by knowing an individual's values, it is possible that one could predict behavior, ranging from political affiliation to religious beliefs, but this relationship is noisy and complicated (Cieciuch, 2017 , Rokeach, 1973 . This led researchers to conduct experiments in a variety of domains where they influenced values and measured the change in opinion and behavior. Examples of domains in which values have been investigated include but are not limited to: work values (Kuron, Lyons, Schweitz, & Ng, 2017) ; consumer values (Park, Kim, Kwon, 2017; Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991) ; environmental science (Browning et al., 2017; Stern, 2000) ; neuroscience research (Sugrue, Corrado, & Newsome, 2004) ; and academia (Little, Gaier, & Spoutz, 2018; Astin, 1993) .
Values in the Academic Setting
The academic setting is an appropriate context for value consideration and development. As stated by former Harvard president, "universities should be among the first to reaffirm the importance of basic values such as honesty, promise keeping, free expression, and nonviolence…to help students develop a strong set of moral standards" (Bok, 1990, p. 100) . Academia also provides a context where students are forced to examine their own values and consider whether and why they are congruent or incongruent with what other individuals or groups in their cohort desire (Miller, 2018) . Astin (2012) argued that it is futile to believe that liberal education is value-free; society is calling for values such as social responsibility, concern for others, empathy, and social responsibility to be qualities of higher education. A longitudinal study by Astin, Astin, and Lindholm (2011) found that students' undergraduate experiences are significantly enhanced when qualities such as caring and equanimity are developed over the course of their academic career.
The Impact of a Power Differential on Values
Individual and social change would be impossible if values were completely stable. In the same way, the continuity of human personality and society would be impossible if values were completely unstable. In clinical psychology research, a phenomenon entitled the Value Assimilation Effect (VAE) has been detected. It is a common belief in the profession that therapists' personal values should not interfere with therapy, but the question remains, "Can therapist values honestly be eliminated from therapy?" Psychologists have argued that the notion of keeping one's personal values out of therapy is not a feasible option. As Ingham and Love (1954) articulate, if a client and therapist are discussing issues over time which involve moral values, it is evident that the patient will have a concept of the therapist's personal opinions and values. The therapist's attitudes, whether intentional or not, about right and wrong, or good and bad, are likely to be particularly influential for the patient. Although clinicians in training are often taught to eliminate their values from their interaction with a client, the idea of implicit, unconscious value assimilation argues that value-free therapy is a misconception and unachievable. As Figure 1 illustrates, at the beginning of therapy the relationship between therapist and client values was moderately weak both for terminal values (r = .33) and for instrumental values (r = .36). However, by the end of therapy, the value congruence, or the relationship between therapist and client values, was very strong (terminal values, r = .81; instrumental values, r = .69). The magnitude of change is substantial, with an increase in r of .48 for terminal values, and of .36 for instrumental values. Subsequent review of the relevant empirical research has confirmed these findings (Beutler, 1981; Kessel & McBrearty, 1967; Tjeltveit, 1986) . Congruence between therapist and client of both terminal values (e.g., goals such as good family, job promotion) and instrumental values (e.g., personal traits such as honesty, perseverance) was stronger after therapy compared to before. In the academic environment, a power differential is present between the teacher and the students. As Hurt, Scott, and McCroskey (1978) argue, the teacher's role of power is always present and instills the control and facilitates the communication needed for students to learn in the classroom setting. The instructor's role has a power that entails the responsibility to know people and to be able to elicit performance and growth from them (Overbeck & Park, 2001) . McCroskey and Richmond (1983) explained that this power dynamic is critical for the teaching process as it provides the mechanism needed for students to be taught and influenced beyond their current level of intellect and maturity. A teacher's degree of power in the classroom is expected to lead to some form of change in students' value (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983) .
Positive and Negative Effects on Values in Teaching
Potential Positive Effects
The goal of a classroom setting should not be to indoctrinate professors' values to their students. The primary positive effect professors can have on their students' values is to provide a classroom setting where students can openly consider and anchor their own values in relation to their worldview by hearing the opinions of their professors and colleagues (Braskamp, Trautvetter, & Ward, 2016) . This enables students to actively engage in the formulation of their values and go through an anchoring process where beliefs are linked to their specific values or goals (Nelson, 1968) . Astin (1977) reported on findings from longitudinal data of approximately 200,000 students and found that through involvement in the classroom, students develop a more positive self-image through stronger interpersonal and intellectual competence. Smith, Vicuña, and Emmanuel-Aviña (2015) discuss how professors have the opportunity to communicate the importance of meaning in life, having a sense of calling, and a spiritual worldview. Making the transition from high school to college, undergraduates may have never been in a context where they independently considered their own values. Whether college students remain true to the worldview they were reared in or alter their beliefs, the university setting provides students with the atmosphere and community to examine, consider, and dialogue about their beliefs, values, attitudes, faith, and other aspects related to worldview (Hindman, 2002 ).
Potential Negative Effects
As in clinical psychology when Rosenthal (1955) as well as Meehl and McClosky (1947) investigated value differences between client and therapists and found that therapists do not remain value-free even when they intend to do so, professors are also unlikely to keep their own personal values from influencing their teaching practices. The following is a list of terms, as presented in Tjeltveit (1986) , that have been used to describe therapists: crypto-missionaries, hidden preachers, secular priesthood, indoctrination and brainwashing, form of persuasion, interpersonal influence, converted/conversion, and convergence. As reported by Astin (1977) , undergraduates over time come to report more liberal political views and attitudes towards social issues, less interest in religiousness and altruism, and reduced value towards athletics, business, music, and status. Although these changes may be deemed by some to be positive, if they are transferred from professors to students without students' awareness, professors could be labeled with the same list of terms that therapists have been accused of. Teachers could be viewed as exploiting the power differential if students are implicitly, subconsciously acquiring their professors' values.
Additionally, values may be transferred to specific groups of students due to their academic major, ethnic background, student group involvement, demographics, etc. Academic institutions may develop further prejudices and structural barriers to student groups if developing student values, such as creating a more just and equitable society, is not provided to the student body as a whole (Astin & Astin, 2015) .
The Current Study
Leveraging the established literature and methodologies on values, this research study examined if values of university students were influenced over a semester by the students' attributes, the professor, and the classroom environment. The overall aim was to quantitatively demonstrate that university students do experience a change in their values over a semester period and that they are influenced by their own initial values (their starting point), the nature of the class, and the values of their professor. This study specifically tested the following three hypotheses:
1) Students will demonstrate value change over time while professors' values will remain relatively stable over time.
2) Students' attributes will influence value change.
3) Students, especially those who have a positive experience in the class, may assimilate to professors' values.
Method
To investigate the presence of value change in the academic setting, professors and students nested in classrooms completed a self-report questionnaire on values and their classroom experience. Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was first obtained and each participant provided written consent before data collection materials were presented. Professors and students at a public university located filled out the questionnaire during the first week of the semester and then again at the end of the semester. Data were analyzed to examine if participants' values changed over the semester and, if so, what factors contributed to the change.
Professors from two types of classes were contacted: 1) departments that have courses which discuss value-based topics were contacted: the Honors College, Psychology, and Education, and 2) departments that have courses which focus on facts and formulas: Computer Science, Statistics and Mathematics, Earth and Planetary Science, and Environmental Science. Fourteen professors agreed to be in the study along with one or two of their classes, for a total of 20 classes.
Data collection occurred during the first and last week of the school semester. Research assistants visited the classrooms during the first week of class, introduced the study, and obtained consent from all participants willing to complete the questionnaire. All students were informed that their participation was voluntary, that their responses were anonymous, and that they could withdraw from the study at any time. Professors and students filled out the same questionnaire they filled out during the first week of class. Reliable and validated measures were used in this study: the Rokeach Value Survey (RVS, Rokeach, 1973) ; Goal, Social, and Mode Values Inventories (Braithwaite & Law, 1985) ; and Values-in-Action (VIA; Park & Peterson, 2006) .
Statistical analyses were conducted to evaluate the data collected from professors and students in classrooms and test if value change and assimilation occurred. Analyses for each hypothesis were performed using IBM SPSS 22.0. Before analyses were conducted, data were screened for missing and erroneous data. Participants who did not complete the questionnaire twice were not used in analyses that looked at change over time. Data were also checked for missing data, assumptions of normality of distributions, homogeneity of variance, and multicollinearity. Analyses tested if there was a significant change in the mean for each subscale from Time 1 to Time 2 among professors and students, using a False Discovery Rate correction to control for experiment-wise alpha (Maxwell & Delaney, 2004) .
In regard to power and sample size, there was a big discrepancy between the number of professors in the study and the number of students. Because of the widely varying sample sizes of the two groups, there would be considerably less power to detect change in the professors than to detect change in the students; thus, estimates of effect size were also computed, anticipating that student's effect size would be larger than that of the professors. A within-subjects analysis was conducted to test if the professors' and students' values changed over time. Professor and student data were initially analyzed separately. For students, a between x within design was used to account for students being nested in classes. The different classes constituted levels of a random between-subject factor nested within the levels of a fixed between-subject factor of type of class (values-based or non-values based) and time was used as the within-subject factor. For professors, a within-subjects design was used, ignoring class as the between-subject factor since there was only one professor per class. It was expected that in the student data the main effect of time would be significant, but that it would not be significant for the professors' data.
It was also expected that classes would be heterogeneous. To quantify this, the intraclass correlation coefficient was calculated to understand how much of the observed variance was due to class differences. It was expected that there would be differences between classes; however, to allow a direct test of the significance of the difference in change across time in professors as opposed to students, a follow up analysis was conducted ignoring the factor of class. That is, in a between x within design where the between-subject factor was participant type (professor or student) and the within-subject factor was time, the interaction between participant type and time was explicitly tested.
Measures
Professors and students were asked to complete a questionnaire packet on beliefs, values, attitudes, and their impressions of the classroom setting. The questionnaire was 15 pages long and took approximately 25 minutes to complete. Professors and students were given almost identical questionnaires. The only differences between the two questionnaires were the first and last page. The first page (after the coversheet) asked about attributes of being a professor (e.g., teaching topic, years of teaching) or of being a student (e.g., academic major, year in school). Professors self-assessed their own teaching ability using the TEB-Scale (described below); students assessed their professor's teaching ability using the same scale. The measures used have been validated in the research domain and are described in detail.
Demographics
The first page of the professors' questionnaire asked for responses on gender, age, years teaching, the topic(s) they are teaching, religious and political preference. (Rokeach, 1973, p. 27, original italics) . The RVS has been tested for validity as well as used by social scientists across disciplines and cultures. (Hall, Gow, and Penn, 2011) .
2.1.4 Values-in-Action (VIA) Park and Peterson (2006) also developed the Values-in-Action (VIA) inventory (see page 32). The Values in Action classification, a validated and reliable self-report questionnaire, offers a way to understand the kinds of qualities that may encompass and enhance a life of meaning, purpose, and value. As described earlier, the VIA identifies six overarching virtues: wisdom, courage, humanity, justice, temperance, and transcendence virtues. The following presents the definition for each virtue: (1) Wisdom and knowledge -the acquisition and use of knowledge; (2) Courage -the exercise of will to accomplish goals in the face of external/internal opposition; (3) Humanity -the tending and befriending of others; (4) Justice -the civic strengths that underlie healthy community life; (5) Temperance -the protection against excess; (6) Transcendence -the connections to the larger universe that provide meaning.
Results
Participants
At the start of the semester during the first week of classes, 688 participants completed the questionnaire. The sample consisted of 14 professors and 674 students. At the end of the semester during the last week of classes, 550 participants completed the questionnaire. The sample consisted of 14 professors and 536 students. Each student who completed the questionnaire both the first week of the semester ("Time 1") and the last week of the semester ("Time 2") had their data matched in the final dataset. From the approximately 700 unique participants who completed the questionnaire, 14 professors and 414 student participants had data collected from both the start and end of the semester. Independent groups t tests were conducted to examine if there were significant differences in GSVI, MVI, and subscale means between participants who completed the questionnaire in both Time 1 and Time 2 and participants who did not complete the study at Time 2. There were no detected significant differences for most of the subscales. However, for the GSVI, the two groups were found to significantly differ for Social Standing [t (671) 
Difference between Professors and Students
Because of the widely varying sample sizes of the two groups, it was expected that there would be considerably less power to detect change in the professors than to detect change in the students; thus, estimates of effect size are reported with the expectation that the student's effect size would be larger than that of the professors. This was both supported and opposed by the findings. Students' absolute value of the effect sizes for directional change (Cohen's d) ranged from .003 to .109 with a mean of .043 and professors' ranged from .00 to .549, with a mean of .199. Unexpectedly, professors consistently had higher effect sizes than students. Part of the explanation for this may be that students were nested into heterogeneous classes, some of which increased and some of which decreased on a particular scale, with the changes tending to balance out over classes. Using a sign test, it was found that professors reported higher effect sizes more frequently than students, and this was significantly greater than chance [relative frequency of higher effect sizes for professors = 90%, relative frequency of higher effect sizes for students = 10%, p < .001].
The demographics for both professors and students were analyzed. Gender, age, and religious status were of specific interest due to their impact on values and beliefs: priority and perspective across specific values may differ due to one's gender, age, and/or religiosity (Goldscheider & Goldscheider, 1988; Robinson-Wood, 2016 ).
In the sample of professors (n = 14), 9 (64%) were male; the average age was 51 years with the youngest professor being 31 years and the oldest being 66 years. Ethnic variety was limited: 12 of the 14 professors were Caucasian (86%), one was Hispanic, and one was European. There was higher diversity in religious status: two professors (14%) reported no religious beliefs, five (36%) reported being Atheist or Agnostic, five (36%) were Protestant, one (7%) was Catholic, and one (7%) was Jewish.
In the sample of students (n = 414), 39% were male; the average age was 23 years, with ages ranging from 18 to 66 years. Eighty eight percent of the sample reported they were undergraduate level students. The majority of the sample reported their ethnicity as Caucasian (48%) or Hispanic (32%) with smaller percentages being Asian (5%), Native American (3%), African American (2%), Middle Eastern (1%), or "Mixed/Other" (6%). Students also reported their religious status: 23% were Protestant, 22% were "none", 17% were Atheist or Agnostic, 20% were Catholic, 7% were Spiritual, 2% were Buddhist or Hindu, and 1% was Muslim.
Participant Categories
Various categories were established to analyze the data. Data were first categorized by department. Seven academic departments were represented in the sample: the Honors College (17%), Psychology (39%), Education (7%), Computer Science (5%), Math & Statistics (16%), Earth & Planetary (12%, EPS), and Environmental Science (4%, ENVS). Another category was "class type." Participants were classified as being either in a class that was "values-based," meaning that the purpose of the course was to discuss value-based topics (e.g., human rights, spiritual beliefs), or a class that was non-values based, meaning that the purpose of the course was to learn a defined set of information (e.g., formulas, facts, methods). The Honors College, Psychology, and Education courses were categorized as "values-based" and the Computer Science, Math & Statistics, EPS, and ENVS were categorized as "non-values based." From the sample of 414 participants, 63% of students were in values-based classes, 37% were in non-values based. Finally, since data were collected from multiple classes taught by the same professor, data were categorized by course code. There were 20 different courses represented in this dataset.
Hypothesis 1: Overall, students will demonstrate value change over time while professors' values will remain relatively stable over time
It was hypothesized that professors' values would remain stable over time while students' values changed from the start to the end of the semester. Both professors' and students' values were found to change over time, but students showed greater change for their values as measured by the MVI. The mean difference between professors and students was similar for the GSVI. Professors' mean difference for the GSVI overall was .233 and students' was .210. For the MVI overall, professors' mean difference was .186 but students' was .247. The averages of the mean differences for the GSVI and MVI subscales were also calculated. The average of the mean differences for the GSVI subscales was .365 for professors and .388 for students. The average of the mean differences for the MVI subscales was .375 for professors, and .455 for students. However, as summarized in Table 1 , students more frequently had higher mean differences, meaning their values are changing to a greater extent on more subscales than professors. Out of the 21 values examined, students were found to be changing more than professors for 16 of them. A sign test was used and found that the frequency of students changing more than professors was significantly greater than chance [relative frequency of greater change for students = 76%, relative frequency of greater change for professors = 24%, p = .027]. To examine value change in students from the start to the end of the semester, the SPSS MANOVA routine was used. MANOVA was used to look at change over time while still accounting for the heterogeneity between classes. The use of MANOVA allowed for the unique variance across classes to be pooled and used as a single error term. Since classes were also of varying sizes, the smallest having four student participants and the largest having 91, the use of Type III sums of squares helped prevent effects in larger classes from overshadowing potential effects present in smaller classes. It was also expected that courses which focused on value-based topics would increase in their values over time but non-values based classes were expected to show no change over time or even possible decreases.
MANOVA was used to test the interaction between time and courses for the GSVI overall, MVI overall, and the subscales. Because now the concern is not just with magnitude of change but with direction of change, signed difference scores (subtracting scores at Time 1 from those at Time 2) were used as the dependent variable instead of absolute value of differences. Results from these analyses are shown in Table 2 . The interaction between time and courses for the GSVI overall and its subscales were not significant indicating that change over time for this measure was not a function of courses.
For the MVI and its subscales, courses were found to impact value change over time. Students' MVI overall score was found to significantly differ across the 19 classes, F(17, 384) = 2.44, p = .001 (see Figure 2) . Follow up analyses found that values-based classes courses differed in the amount of change over time, F(10, 384) = 3.53, p < .001, while no significant difference in amount of change was detected with non-values based classes (see Figure 3) . It was found that Honors courses showed significant differences across courses in amount of change, F(6, 384) = 4.84, p < .001. Two courses taught by the same instructor, UHON121CC and UHON301, specifically showed significantly different change in MVI overall. Calculating change by subtracting the Time 1 mean from the Time 2 mean so that positive differences indicated a greater endorsement of that value later in the semester, and negative differences indicated a decrease, the freshman class UHON121CC taught by this instructor showed a greater decrease in MVI overall ( M = -.528) than the higher level course UHON301 ( M = -.100), F(1, 384) = 8.11, p = .005. Similarly, these two courses had a greater decline in MVI overall than observed in a senior level Honors seminar, UHON 401, ( M = + .145), F(1, 384) = 8.11, p = .005. Finally, two subgroups of Honors faculty were formed based on whether the professor was above or below the mean on Traditional Religiosity. The modest increase in MVI overall ( M = +.040) for the four seminars (UHON201, UHON310-HDD, UHON121.17, UHON121.18) taught by the Honors faculty who were above the mean in Traditional Religiosity was significantly different than the overall mean decrease in MVI overall ( M = -.161) seen in the three seminars (UHON401, UHON301, UHON121-CC) taught by faculty who were below the mean in Traditional Religiosity, F(1, 384) = 5.34, p = .021. Table 3 summarizes the change over time for MVI overall for each course. Table 4 , students more frequently had higher mean differences, meaning their values are changing at a greater rate on more subscales than professors, Students: M = .427, Professors: M = .348. Out of the 24 values examined, students were found to be changing more than professors for 18 of them. A sign test was used and found again that students significantly changed more often than professors and this was greater than chance [relative frequency of greater change for students = 75%, relative frequency of greater change for professors = 25%, p = .023].
MANOVA was also used to test the interaction between time and courses for the VIA subscales. Results from these analyses are shown in Table 5 . The interaction between time and courses for all the VIA subscales were not significant indicating that change over time for this measure was not a function of courses. 
Hypothesis 2: Students' Attributes Will Influence Level of Value Change
Students were examined to see how different attributes influenced value change. It was expected that students who were younger (21 or under), had less college experience (freshman and sophomores), reported a weak adherence to values at the start of the semester, reported not being religious, or had little to no religious commitment would report higher levels of value change compared to their counterparts. It was also anticipated that gender would be influential and so this was added as a predictor to the model for exploratory purposes.
Two stepwise regression analyses were run to understand the strength of these six predictors: age, college year, initial commitment to values, reported religious status, levels of religious commitment, and gender. The dependent variables, GSVI absolute change and MVI absolute change, were calculated by taking the absolute difference between the average score for Time 1 and Time 2 for each of the GSVI and MVI's respective subscales and summing them to arrive at a final score of absolute change for the GSVI and for the MVI. Positive values indicated that the relationship was positive, meaning that as the predictor value increased so did value change (e.g., older students were associated with higher levels of value change) whereas negative values indicated that as the predictor variable increased, value change decreased (e.g., younger students were associated with lower levels of value change).
The first regression analysis looked at how these six variables predicted GSVI change. As shown in Table 6 , initial commitment to values was found to have a significant, negative, moderately strong relationship with GSVI change, r = -.215, p < .001. Similarly, levels of religious commitment were found to have a significant, negative but moderately weak relationship with GSVI change, r = .120, p = .014. There was also a strong, significant correlation between initial commitment and religious commitment (r = .447, p < .001), suggesting moderate multicollinearity. Therefore, the final model only used initial commitment to values. Initial commitment was found to significantly predict change in GSVI over time, t(335) = -4.022, p < .001, R 2 = .046. The final regression model found that for every unit increase in initial commitment, GSVI changed by -.637 units. Findings for all predictor variables are reported in Table 6 . All predictors had a negative correlation supporting the hypothesis that higher levels of change were related to lower levels of values commitment. Interestingly, the student attributes related to stage in life such as age and year in college as well as gender were not indicative of value change. Instead, the variables related to students' commitment to values and religious beliefs were strongly related to value change.
A test for the heterogeneity of regression found that the interaction was significant between class type and initial commitment to values, F(1, 331) = 20.175, p = .002, as well as between class type and religious status, F(1, 331) = 10.656, p = .040. This indicated that there were significant differences in the predictive strength of these two variables between values based and non-values based classes. Unexpectedly, initial commitment to values and religious status were stronger predictors for non-values based classes rather than for values-based classes. Hence, follow up analyses were conducted to see if the six predictors affected GSVI and MVI change differently for values and non-values based classes. Regression analyses using the six predictors were first conducted using the data from values-based classes for the GSVI and MVI scores. The same analyses were then conducted for the non-values based classes' data.
For the values-based classes, only initial commitment to value had a significant, negative, moderately strong, relationship with GSVI change, r= -.173, p = .004. For every unit increase in initial commitment, GSVI change significantly decreased by -.523, t(228) = -2.653, p = .009, R 2 = .030. Initial commitment to values, religious status, and religious commitment were all found to have significant, negative, moderately strong relationships with MVI change: Initial commitment to values: r = -.209, p = .001; Religious status: r = -.214, p = .001; Religious commitment: r = -.250, p < .001. The final model only included religious commitment. This was primarily because initial commitment and religious commitment were strongly related (r = .396, p < .001), and religious commitment had a strong relationship with MVI change. Religious commitment significantly predicted MVI change, t(228) = -3.901, p < .001, R 2 = .063. As hypothesized, lower levels of religious commitment predicted higher levels of MVI change. For every unit increase in religious commitment, MVI change decreased by -.988 units. Results are summarized in Table 7 . For non-values classes, findings were similar to the overall regression analyses. Initial commitment to values and religious commitment again were the only predictors to significantly predict GSVI change: Initial commitment: r = -.320, p < .001; Religious commitment: r = -.196, p = .022. The relationship between initial commitment and GSVI change was strong (r = -.320), whereas the relationship between religious commitment and GSVI change was fairly weak, r = -.196, so only initial commitment was included in the final model. Initial commitment was found to significantly predict GSVI change, t(105) = -3.463, p = .001, R 2 = .103. GSVI decreased by -.935 for every unit increase in initial commitment. For MVI change, initial commitment to values, religious status, and religious commitment again had strong, negative, significant relationships with MVI change: Initial commitment: r = -.336, p < .001; Religious status: r = -.280, p = .002; Religious commitment: r = -.215, p = .016. MVI scores significantly decreased by -.995 for every unit increase in initial commitment (t(98) = -2.825, p = .006), and significantly decreased by -.706 for every unit increase in religious status (t(98) = -2.001, p = .048). The final model with these two predictors accounted for a moderately large part of the variance, R 
Hypothesis 3: Students Assimilate to Their Professor's Values
To examine value assimilation, the RVS ranking scores for instrumental and terminal values at Time 1 and 2 for professors and each of their students were used. non-values) , that is, the interaction would be significant in a between x within ANOVA of the correlations. It was also expected that mean correlations would increase significantly over time, that is, the main effect of the within-subject factor of time would be significant. Correlations were transformed using Fisher's r to z transformation before analysis. Box's M found that for all tests the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables were equal across groups (p > .05).
To again account for students nested in classes, a mixed model analysis was used to determine if differences between classes influenced the relationship between professors' and students' terminal and instrumental values. The intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were calculated to determine if nesting should be accounted for in the analysis. For the relationship between professors' and students' terminal values, 13.00% of the observed variance was due to differences between classes. For the relationship between professors' and students' instrumental values, 6.16% of the observed variance was due to differences between classes. The ICCs indicated heterogeneity between classes so nested model analyses were used. Course code was used as random nested factors to account for differences between classes.
Courses
MANOVA was used to test the interaction between time and courses for the relationships between professors' and students' terminal and instrumental values. The difference was calculated between the professor-student relationship by subtracting Time 1 from Time 2 for both terminal values and instrumental values. The difference was used as the dependent variable.
For the relationship between professors' and students' terminal values, courses were found to significantly impact value assimilation over time, that is, the course x time interaction was significant, As in Hypothesis 1, mean differences were calculated by subtracting the Time 1 mean from the Time 2 mean so that positive differences indicated an endorsement of that value, and negative differences indicated a decrease. Also, psychology courses showed significant differences in amount of change, F(2, 329) = 7.31, p = .001. There was not a significant difference between PSY265 and PSY450 (p > .05), which were taught by the same professor, but there was a significant difference between PSY265 + PSY450 with PSY454, F(1, 329) = 10.84, p = .001. PSY265 and PSY450 both showed large increases over time whereas PSY454 showed a slight increase: PSY265+PSY450: M = .184, PSY454: M = .053. Contrast analyses for non-values based classes found a significant difference among the Statistics & Math courses, F(3, 329) = 4.99, p = .002. STAT440 + STAT461, which were taught by the same professor, were significantly different than STAT427 + STAT579, which were also both taught by the same professor, F(1, 329) = 9.72, p = .002. The relationship between the professor and students' terminal values greatly decreased for STAT440+STAT461 over time but moderately increased for STAT427+STAT579: STAT440+STAT451: M = -.121, STAT427+STAT579: M = .089 (see Table 9a ). Courses were also found to significantly impact value assimilation over time for the relationship between professors' and students' instrumental values, F(17, 328) = 2.13, p = .006 (see Figure 4) . In addition, the main effect of type of class on amount of change in correlations was significant, F(1, 17) = 4.55, p = .048. As suggested by Figure 4 , although non-values classes tended to start with lower student-professor correlations, the overall increase in student-professor correlations in the non-values based classes, M = ,054, was greater than that in the values based classes, where the mean correlations actually declined, M = -.031. Follow up analyses of the significant course x time interactions found that there were significant differences in the amount of change over time for values-based courses, F(10, 328) = 2.23, p = .016, but the non-values based only approached significance, F(7, 328) = 1.99, p = .056. These findings suggest that both departments and individual classes impact value assimilation as well as dissimilation.
Profile Analysis
To further test if value assimilation occurs, a multivariate analysis was used to examine the difference between professors' and students' VALUEs for values-based and non-values based courses. Profile analyses were conducted for the GSVI and the MVI subscales. Profile analyses look at three different dimensions: parallelism, levels, and flatness. Parallelism looks at whether subgroups (professors vs. students; values vs. non-values based courses) differ by varying amounts for specific values dimensions. The levels test examines if the overall endorsement of values is different between subgroups (professors vs. students; values vs. non-values based courses). Flatness indicates if there are varying degrees of value endorsement across subscales, averaging for both professors and students. It was expected that professors' and students' values would become more similar over time and that values-based classes would show more value convergence over time than the non-values classes. Hence, the four-way interaction between Time, Participant type, Class type, and Values subscales was tested. It was also expected that professors' and students' in general would converge in their values over time. The relationship between Participant type, Time, and Value subscales was tested. Values-based classes were anticipated to have higher value over time than non-values based classes, so the Class type x Time x Values subscales interaction was also tested. Wilks's Lambda criterion was used based on guidance from Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) . Profile analyses were conducted, first for the GSVI subscales and then for the MVI subscales.
The first analysis examined the profile for GSVI subscale scores between professors and students for values and non-based classes over time. The primary hypothesis was that that professors' and students' GSVI values would change over time due to value convergence. The levels test found that professors' and students' values significantly differed, F(1, 408) = 4.038, p = .045. Value convergence would be demonstrated through the nature of change over time, meaning that professors' and students' values would significantly differ at the start of the semester and then not be significantly different at the end of the semester. The contrary was found: at Time 1, the mean GSVI value averaging across subscales were not significantly different, [F(1, 423) = 2.011, p = .157] between professors and students, but they were significantly different in levels at Time 2, [F(1, 410) = 6.646, p -.010] . Similarly, as displayed in Figure 5 , the test of the simple two-way interaction of Participant type by GSVI subscale was not significant at Time 1, [F(8, 416) = 1.059, p = .391] but at Time 2 it was significant,[F(8, 403) = 2.211, p = .026]. This suggests divergence between professors' and students' in GSVI values over time rather than convergence. Similarly, as shown in Figure 6 , the test of the simple two-way interaction of Participant type by MVI subscale was not significant at Time 1, [F(9, 411) = 1.686, p = .090] but did significantly differ at Time 2 [F(9, 401) = 2.360, p = .013]. This again suggests divergence between professors' and students' in MVI values over time rather than convergence. Correlation analyses were used to investigate value assimilation between professors and students for specific values, as measured by the GSVI and MVI subscales. A summary score for the professor and class was calculated for each course. The change in professor and students' values over time (Time 2 summary score minus Time 1 summary score) was also calculated for each subscale. Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated. If the relationship between students' values and professors' values at Time 1 was not significant but was significant at Time 2, this would indicate value assimilation. Similarly, if the change in students' values over time correlated with professors' overall values, a positive relationship would also indicate assimilation.
As shown in Table 10 , the relationship between professors' and students' religious commitment at Time 1 was very weak (r z = .037). At Time 2, there was a positive, strong, significant relationship (r z = .492, p = .033). The delta from Time 1 to Time 2 in value convergence was .455. The change in students' religious commitment values from Time 1 to Time 2 was also found to be significantly and positively correlated to professor's religious commitment at Time 2 (r z = .588, p = .008). Similarly, professors' level of traditional religiosity was found to be a significant predictor of students' change in religious commitment (r z = .519, p = .023) and students' overall religious commitment (r z = .477, p = .039). Professors' overall religious commitment was also found to be a predictor for students' change in religious commitment (r z = .604, p = .006). These findings clearly demonstrate the influence of professors' religious beliefs and values on students' religious beliefs and values. 
Discussion
This study focused on how students' values are affected by the university setting, specifically the classroom environment. It might generally be expected that college students' academic journey will foster value anchoring and value change but the findings from this study shed light on what factors are contributing to that change. Overall, it was found that in the academic setting values do change over time, for students as well as for professors, that students demonstrate greater value change over time, and that students' attributes influence how much their values change. Some values such as Getting Ahead were found to consistently be highly valued at the start of the semester as well as at the end. Other values such as Traditional Religiosity and Religious Commitment were found to both change in different directions across the semester as well as be influenced by the classroom environment and professor.
It was expected that values would not change for professors but would change for students. This hypothesis was partially supported. Students' showed significant change in their values over time, as expected. Contrary to predictions, professors were also found to significantly change in their values over time. Students were still found to have higher degrees of change more frequently than professors, indicating that students demonstrate greater levels of value change.
Having professors show significant value change over the semester was both unexpected as well as concerning. As discussed in the introduction, positions of authority and steadfast values influence dynamics such as value anchoring and assimilation. Those with less stable values tend to be guided by those with stronger values. The hope for the classroom setting is that it is a place where students can openly consider and anchor their own values in relation to their worldview by hearing the opinions of their professors and colleagues (Emmanuel-Aviña & Delaney, 2014) . It is more difficult for students to consider their own values in relation to their professors when their professors' values are not consistent over time. One unexpected finding was that the professors' level of Traditional Religiosity was predictive of change in MVI overall. Students with professors who reported lower levels of Traditional Religiosity decreased in MVI overall over the semester whereas students who had professors with higher levels showed an increase over time. Therefore, it was concluded that while department and class type could be important to shaping values at an institutional level, the course material, the professors' worldview or emphasis on specific values, or both were found to have stronger, more direct impact on students.
Students' Attributes Influence Value Change
This study found that various students' attributes contributed differently to value change, some being more influential than others. Age, year in school, and gender are demographics that describe attributes of a student and what life stage he or she is in. None of these attributes were found to be strong predictors of value change. On the other hand, student attributes reflecting where they were in conviction and commitment to values were found to predict value change. Initial commitment to values, reported religious status, and religious commitment were all robust predictors of change. Findings supported the hypotheses that the weaker a student was in one or more of these areas of value commitment, the more susceptible he or she was to value change. In all cases, higher levels of value change were found for those reporting lower levels of initial value commitment, non-religious status, and lower levels of religious commitment.
As with Hypothesis 1, the university setting, specifically the classroom context, exposes students to new worldviews, perspectives, and philosophies. These exposures provide an opportunity for students to consider their current value system and perhaps refine their values or change them completely based on new information. Conversely, students who have strong, grounded, and established values, regardless of where they are in their life journey, are less likely to change their values based on new information. In fact, students with strong convictions may see opposing worldviews as an opportunity to strengthen their own values as they contemplate the gaps and weaknesses in other worldviews and learn how to defend their personal position. Students may have other authority figures and resources, such as mentors, political networks, or religious leaders, outside of the academic setting which shape their personal convictions and keep their values steadfast even when faced with opposing or competing information in the classroom context.
Students Assimilate to Professors' Values
Overall, students were found to assimilate to their professors' values for terminal values. One interpretation of this is that some classes focus on topics having an inherent goal or aim, such as seeking solutions to threats to human rights (UHON401), investigating suffering, sexuality, and the meaning of life (UHON301), or caring for the blue planet (ENVS201). Through the course material, professors may have encouraged their students to value principles that facilitate achieving a greater goal. The relationship between professors' and students' instrumental values was not found to increase over the semester, but class type was found to have an interesting impact on instrumental values. The relationship between professors' and students' instrumental values was found to increase over time for non-values based classes but decrease for values-based classes. One interpretation is that students in non-values based classes tended to have lower values compared to values-based classes as well as less convergence with the professors' values at the start of the semester. This provided more room for students in non-values based classes for both their values to change over time and for value assimilation. For values-based classes, findings could again be attributable to students in value-based classes already having higher levels of values that were in alignment with their professors and, as a result, had less room to assimilate. Another interpretation could be that values-based classes had room for discussion and consideration of various worldviews. Students had the opportunity to consider and refine their values but did not feel obligated to converge with their professor's perspective. Another argument is that professors' changing values were more apparent through dialogue in the values-based classes, making it more difficult for students to unthinkingly assimilate to their values.
Religiosity continued to stand out as a value impacted by the college context. This was especially true for value assimilation. Overall change in students' religious commitment was predicted by both professor's traditional religiosity and religious commitment. The more professors valued religious experiences and beliefs such as salvation, spiritual experiences, fidelity, and devotion, the more the students are reported valuing these religious attributes. Conversely, if professors did not value these religious attributes, students also decreased their value of religiosity. Ultimately, professors' religious beliefs, values, and attitudes have a strong impact on their students' religious values. Less religious professors encourage their students to be less religious, and more religious professors encourage their students to value religiosity more.
Ultimately, these findings demonstrate that the classroom context, comprised of the course material and the professor's presence, is more indicative of value change and assimilation than class type or department. Students' values are impacted by their professors' beliefs and the course material that they are learning in both positive and negative ways. These findings also may indicate that there are contributing factors to value change outside of the classroom context and academic setting. Students are learning new information in the classroom but they are also having novel exposures in various settings such as their home life, social interactions, extracurricular activities, and work experiences which might impact their values.
As past research literature (e.g., Lutz, Boon, Xue, 2016; Astin & Astin, 2015; Pascarella & Feldman, 2005; Astin, 1993; Vreeland & Bidwell, 1966) as well as the findings of this current study suggest, there is evidence that students acquire the values of their academic institution, course content, and professors. To better understand the nature of values in the academic setting as well as how and why university students may alter their personal values, it important to understand how value change and assimilation occurs over the academic journey. Methodology and metrics from other relevant, empirical literature, such as in clinical psychology (Schwehn & Schau, 1990; Strupp, 1980) , and the quantification of values through the Rokeach Value Survey, the Goal, Social, and Mode Values Inventories, and Value-in-Action inventory enable researchers to examine change in values over time and examine the relationship between professor and students' values. As found in this study, specific classroom environments, reflecting both the professor and the course material, influence students to change, refine, and/or anchor their beliefs, values, and attitudes. This study especially found value change and assimilation to occur for values surrounding religiosity and faith-based beliefs, even in a sample of students attending a secular, public university.
Strengths and Weaknesses
The current study was strong with a large sample size, a diverse range of courses, departments, and professors, and validated, reliable measures to quantify values. Professors were willing to permit researchers to come into their classroom two different times, which meant that values were measured directly in the academic context. The contrast between non-values and values-based classes also allowed researchers to target some of the potential sources of change. In regard to weaknesses, At the start of the semester, there were 674 students who completed the questionnaire, and at the end of the semester, there were 550 students; but only 414 students had data for both times, which was 62% of the data collected at Time 1 and 75% of the data collected at Time 2. It could be argued that students who continue to faithfully attend class have higher levels of motivation and have other values that differ from students who skip class. These differences would not have been accounted for in the current study's findings. The classification of values and non-based values classes were based on department and not the goal of the professors. A professor may have very strong beliefs about politics, for example, and incorporate that into all the courses they teach, whether it be statistics, accounting, or other courses where values are not expected to be discussed. Finally, hypotheses in this study were generally supported but data was only collected from a single, public university. Value change and assimilation may vary across different types of colleges and universities.
Generalizability is also an issue. Hypotheses in this study were generally supported but data was only collected from a single, public university. Value change and assimilation may vary across different types of colleges and universities. The findings from the clinician-therapist context suggest that value assimilation may be the strongest when there is a face-to-face, one-on-one relationship; personal topics are discussed; there is an authority figure; and the relationship continues over a period of time. Academic institutions with smaller classes, more frequent professor-student interactions, and/or classes with discussion-based formats may demonstrate more value assimilation than those with larger and lecture-based classes.
The VAE Applies to Both Clinical and Educational Contexts
The more one learns about the potential for professors and the classroom environments they nurture to foster students' value change and assimilation, the clearer the ethical concerns become, especially when the change is unsolicited and subconscious. However, there are different perspectives on how the influence on values should be handled. Regarding religious and spiritual values, What shall we tell the children? is a polemic written by psychologist Nicholas Humphrey on how religions abuse the minds of children (Humphrey, 2003) . Famous atheist, Richard Dawkins, cites Humphrey's work as a call to "work to free the children of the world from the religions which, with parental approval, damage minds too young to understand what is happening to them" (Dawkins, 2006) . Freeing adolescents from the influence of religious-based environments so that they can make their own biased-free decisions includes banishing faith-based institutions and insisting that adolescents and young adults attend value-free, secular colleges and universities. Nevertheless, as found in this current study, beliefs, values, and attitudes, especially those regarding religiosity and spirituality, are impacted by the people and content students are surrounded by, not by the label or categorization of their school. Students leave the faith they were reared in or acquire religious beliefs at both secular and faith-based institutions. This proposition is supported by research that has shown that rates for both apostasy and religious commitment do not differ much between faith-based and secular institutions (Smith & Sikkink, 2003) . Students are influenced not by the over-arching category of the school but by the individual academic, social, and philosophical experiences they have with their professors and in the classroom.
Therefore, if the call from the research, philosophy, and general community is to encourage individuals to formulate their values through independent, personal decisions, instead of moving students from one value-based institution (e.g., faith-based) to another value-based institution (secular and/or agnostic), perhaps a better method would be transparency and consent to allow individuals to best make their decisions. An environment of transparency and consent would prevent subconscious value assimilation and encourage an academic setting where values were respected, students directly were accountable for considering their personal beliefs, and values and attitudes were openly discussed and considered (see Smith, Vicuña, & Emmanuel, 2015) .
One domain that provides guidance for how to accomplish an open, honest environment is clinical psychology. As psychologist Tjeltveit (1986) stated, therapists engage in four types of ethically problematic behaviors when value conversion occurs: reducing client freedom, failing to inform clients of the possibility of value conversion, violating the therapeutic contract, and operating beyond the limits of their competence. Although eliminating one's personal values from therapy is impossible, Tjeltveit proposed five solutions to alleviate subconscious value conversion: therapist training, therapist-client matching, referrals, changing roles, and informed consent. As therapists and clinicians in training become more aware of their biases, they can better learn what role their values play in therapy. This will enable therapists to be honest in the therapeutic relationship and thus protect client autonomy and enhance the overall therapeutic relationship. Clinical psychology's emphasis on informed consent helps to guide the therapeutic relationship, specifically through the American Psychology Association Code of Ethics, Standard 10.01 "Informed Consent to Therapy." Standard 10.01 requires clinical psychologists to "inform clients/patients as early as is feasible in the therapeutic relationship about the nature and anticipated course of therapy…" Although informed consent is a debatable topic among psychologists, Tjeltveit (1986) proposes different degrees of informed consent to notify clients of potential value conversion to enhance the therapist-client relationship as well as provide balanced reassurance with a realistic portrayal of risks. Adequate levels of informed consent allow therapy clients to be aware of value assimilation risk without providing so much information that clients are alarmed and decline treatment. Clinical psychology literature suggests that a standard written consent form which highlights risks and potential outcomes should be provided to the client. Tjeltveit offers a continuum of disclosure levels which should be chosen based on the nature of therapy. The level of informed consent allows for clients to ask direct questions about therapist values, to be reassured that they have the right to agree or disagree, and understand that they are not in a value-free, neutral context.
The same concerns in the clinical environment exist in the academic environment. Students have a professor as their authority and may feel obligated to agree with their professor which reduces their freedom. Professors most often do not inform students of the possibility of value assimilation and may not even be aware of how their level of authority subconsciously draws students' values to their own. Students attend public universities for the opportunity to hear from their professors and colleagues about various worldviews and opinions and be free agents who decide what is wrong and right. The student-professor contract is at risk of being violated if students are told what to believe or are denied exposure to multiple perspectives (e.g., evolution, intelligent design, creationism). Professors also run the risk of operating beyond the limits of their competence if they tell students what to believe or they present material that is beyond the course topic.
Since both the clinical and academic settings are contexts where a power differential is present and the individuals of lesser power have values that are malleable and vulnerable, lessons can be learned from the clinical literature and applied to the education setting. It seems unrealistic to ask students to sign informed consent forms when they start taking a course from a professor. It is essential, however, for professors and professionals in academia to inform their students that the classroom context is not value-free, but rather a setting where students have an opportunity to consider their values. With this in mind, it is critical for professors to be aware of their own values and be as transparent as necessary about those values with their students while encouraging an environment of open dialogue. Value change and assimilation may still occur but, instead of having subconscious, or even unwanted change, students would be more aware, proactive, conscious, and in control of the change.
Summary of Findings
In conclusion, the design, analyses, and findings of this study leveraged empirical literature from various domains to quantitatively research how values change and assimilate to figures of authority. More specifically, the study considered how the presence of a power differential within various settings, such as academia, influence individuals to alter their beliefs, values, and attitudes to align with someone considered to be superior and how value assimilation can have both positive and negative consequences. University students constitute one such population that is susceptible to value change due to the authority and role of their professors.
